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DETAILED ACTION 

Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 
Page 10, line 3: "free fun" should be -free run--. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 1, 5 & 10-16 are objected to because of the following informalities: 
Claim 1, last line: "comparison" should be —comparison circuit--. 

Claims 5 & 10-16, last line: "so as to reduce" should be -by reducing--, (see 1 12- 1 st 
paragraph rejection below). 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 1 12: 

'Hie specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 2, 5-7, 9-14 & 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, 
or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

Claim 2 recites that the driver 1C includes a spindle driver IC, a traverse driver IC, and an 
actuator driver IC. Note that base claim 1 recites a driver IC (see line 3), i.e., a single driver IC 
The Applicant's disclosure (see Figure 1) shows one driver IC for a spindle motor, one driver IC 
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for a traverse motor, and one driver IC for an actuator. There is no disclosure of a single driver 
IC that includes all of the claimed spindle driver 1C, traverse driver IC, and actuator driver IC. 

Claims 5 & 10-16, last two lines recite "suppressing heat generation of the actuator driver 
IC so as to reduce a number of revolutions of the optical disk." This is not supported by the 
Applicant's disclosure. On page 10, lines 10-17, the Applicant discloses reducing the number of 
revolutions of the disk in order to suppress heat generation of the actuator driver IC, which 
disclosure is not equivalent to the claimed language. The Examiner suggests replacing "so as to 
reduce" with -by reducing-. 

Claims 6, 7, 9, 10, 12, 14 & 16 are dependent upon a rejected base claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Takaishi (US 
6,160,676). 

In regard to claim 1, Takaishi discloses a disk device (Figure 10) for 
recording/reproducing data on/from a disk, the disk device comprising: a driver IC (28-1-28-4; 
see column 9, lines 23-24) for driving a recording/reproduction driving system; a monitor circuit 
(29) for monitoring a junction temperature of a chip of the driver IC (column 9, lines 22-28); a 
comparison circuit (included in element 29 as suggested by column 9, lines 18-21) for comparing 
an output of the monitor circuit with an arbitrary set temperature and outputting a temperature 
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flag as a comparison result; and a CPU (22) for controlling the operation of the disk device and 
monitoring the temperature flag outputted from the comparison circuit, the CPU performing a 
control so as to continue driving of the disk device when the junction temperature is lower than 
the arbitrary set temperature, and performing a control so as to suppress heat generation of the 
driver IC when the junction temperature is equal to or higher than the arbitrary set temperature 
(column* 9, lines 17-21), wherein the monitor circuit and the comparison circuit are included in 
the driver IC (column 9, lines 22-24). However, in regard to claim 1, Takaishi does not disclose 
that the disk device is an "optical" disk device, and that the disk is an "optical" disk. 

Official Notice is taken that at the time the invention was made, it was well known to one 
of ordinary skill in the art that optical disk devices and magnetic disk devices have similar 
mechanical components, including the driving system, the driver IC, and the CPU taught by 
Takaishi. Therefore, the teachings of Takaishi applied to magnetic disk devices would also have 
been equally applicable to optical disk devices; and it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention by the Applicant to have applied the teachings 
of Takaishi to optical disk devices, as claimed. 

7. Claims 2, 3 & 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Takaishi 

in view of Jeppson et al. (US 5,416,648), 

a. For a description of Takaishi, see the rejection above. Furthermore, in regard to 
claim 2, Takaishi discloses that the driver IC includes an actuator driver IC (column 9, 
lines 22-24). Takaishi inherently discloses a spindle driver IC (necessary to operate 
Figure 10, element 26) and a traverse driver IC (necessary to operate element 27); 
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however, Takaishi does not explicitly disclose that the spindle driver IC and the traverse 
driver IC are included in the driver IC. 

Jeppson et al. disclose a driver IC (Figure 1, element 14) that includes a spindle 
driver IC (note elements 38 & 18), a traverse driver IC (column 5, lines 42-43: "a rotary 
voice coil actuator structure 26 for positioning the head 24"), and an actuator driver IC 
(column 5, lines 43-45: "a servo driver circuit 28 for operating the rotary voice coil 
actuator 26"). 

At the time the invention was made, it was well known to use a driver IC that 
includes a spindle driver IC, a traverse driver IC, and an actuator driver IC, as taught by 
Jeppson et al., and using the driver IC of Jeppson et al. for the device of Takaishi would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art because the driver IC of Jeppson et 
al. serves the same function of controlling the spindle motor, the read/write head, and the 
actuator for the read/write head. 

b. For a description of Takaishi, see the rejection above. Furthermore, in regard to 
claim 3, Takaishi discloses that the driver IC includes an actuator driver IC and the 
actuator driver IC internally includes the monitor circuit and the comparison circuit 
(column 9, lines 22-24; see also claim 1 rejection above), and the CPU exerts a control 
for suppressing heat generation of the actuator driver IC so as not to perform 
microactuator control for an arbitrary period of time (column 9, lines 17-21). 
Furthermore, Takaishi inherently discloses a spindle driver IC (necessary to operate 
Figure 10, element 6), but does not explicitly disclose: that the spindle driver IC is 
included in the driver IC; that the spindle driver IC internally includes the monitor circuit 
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and the comparison circuit; and that the CPU exerts a control for suppressing heat 
generation of the spindle driver IC so as not to perform a forced acceleration or a forced 
deceleration of the optical disk for an arbitrary period of time. 

Jeppson et al. disclose a driver IC (Figure 1, element 14) that includes a spindle 
driver IC (note elements 38 & 18). 

At the time the invention was made, it was well known to use a driver IC that 
includes a spindle driver IC, as taught by Jeppson et al., and using the driver IC of 
Jeppson et al. for the device of Takaishi would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art because the driver IC of Jeppson et al. serves the same function of controlling 
the spindle motor. 

As noted above, Takaishi discloses that the driver IC includes an actuator driver 
IC and the actuator driver IC internally includes the monitor circuit and the comparison 
circuit. Applying this teaching of Takaishi to the spindle driver IC of Jeppson et al. will 
automatically result in the claimed "the spindle driver IC internally includes the monitor 
circuit and the comparison circuit". 

As noted above, Takaishi discloses that the CPU exerts a control for suppressing 
heat generation of the actuator driver IC so as not to perform microactuator control for an 
arbitrary period of time. It is well known in the art that spindle motor control involves 
either a forced acceleration (speeding up the rotation) or a forced deceleration (slowing 
down the rotation) of a motor. Therefore, applying the teaching of Takaishi to the spindle 
driver IC of Jeppson et al. will automatically result in the claimed u the CPU exerts a 
control for suppressing heat generation of the spindle driver IC so as not to perform a 
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forced acceleration or a forced deceleration of the optical disk for an arbitrary period of 
time". 

c. Claim 6 has limitations that are similar to those of claim 3; thus, it is rejected on 
the same basis. 

8. Claims 4 & 7-9 are rejected under 35 US.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Takaishi 

in view of Jeppson et al. and Ueki (JP 1 1-016243) (see translation). 

a. For a description of Takaishi, see the rejection above. Furthermore, in regard to 
claim 4, Takaishi discloses that the driver IC includes an actuator driver IC (column 9, 
lines 22-24), the actuator driver IC internally includes the monitor circuit and the 
comparison circuit (see also claim 1 rejection above), and the CPU exerts a control for 
suppressing heat generation of the actuator driver IC (column 9, lines 17-21). 
Furthermore, Takaishi inherently discloses a spindle driver IC (necessary to operate 
Figure 10, element 6), but does not explicitly disclose: that the spindle driver IC is 
included in the driver IC; that the spindle driver IC internally includes the monitor circuit 
and the comparison circuit; and that the CPU exerts a control for suppressing heat 
generation of the spindle driver IC so that a free run state of the optical disk is included 
with changes in revolution of the optical disk. 

Jeppson et al. disclose a driver IC (Figure 1, element 14) that includes a spindle 
driver IC (note elements 38 & 18). 

At the time the invention was made, it was well known to use a driver IC that 
includes a spindle driver IC, as taught by Jeppson et al., and using the driver IC of 
Jeppson et al. for the device of Takaishi would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
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in the art because the driver IC of Jeppson et al. serves the same function of controlling 
the spindle motor. 

As noted above, Takaishi discloses that the driver IC includes an actuator driver 
IC and the actuator driver IC internally includes the monitor circuit and the comparison 
circuit. Applying this teaching of Takaishi to the spindle driver IC of Jeppson et al. will 
automatically result in the claimed "the spindle driver IC internally includes the monitor 
circuit and the comparison circuit". 

Ueki discloses a CPU (Drawing 1, element 9) that exerts a control for suppressing 
heat generation of a spindle driver IC so that a free run state of the optical disk is 
included with changes in revolution of the optical disk (see abstract). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention by the Applicant to have applied the teachings of Ueki to the device of 
Takaishi, the motivation being to evade excessive rise of temperature and to prevent the 
deterioration of control ability. 

b. Claim 7 has limitations that are similar to those of claim 4; thus, it is rejected on 
the same basis. 

c. Claim 8 has limitations that are similar to those of claim 4; thus, it is rejected on 
the same basis. However, in regard to claim 8, while Takaishi discloses a monitor circuit 
and a comparison circuit, Takaishi, Jeppson et al. & Ueki do not disclose that these 
elements are "additional", as claimed. 

As noted in the rejection of claim 1 above, Takaishi discloses a monitor circuit 
and a comparison circuit which are both included in the driver IC. As noted in the 
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rejection of claim 4 above, applying the teaching of Takaishi to the spindle driver IC of 
Jeppson et al. will automatically result in the claimed spindle driver IC that internally 
includes the monitor circuit and the comparison circuit. Therefore, providing the 
"additional" monitor circuit and the "additional" comparison circuit (as recited in claim 
8) to the device of Takaishi already having a monitor circuit and a comparison circuit is 
simply a matter of combining old elements that perform or produce no new or different 
function or operation than that previously performed or produced by them. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have provided the monitor 
circuit and the comparison circuit produced by the combination of Takaishi and J eppson 
et al. in addition to the device of Takaishi. 

d. Claim 9 has limitations that are similar to those of claim 8; thus it is rejected on 
the same basis. 

9. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Takaishi in view 
of Yamada et al. (J? 04129084). 

For a description of Takaishi, see the rejections above. Furthermore, in regard to claim 5, 
Takaishi discloses that the driver IC includes an actuator driver IC (column 9, lines 22-24), the 
actuator driver IC internally includes the monitor circuit and the comparison circuit (see also 
claim 1 rejection above), and the CPU exerts a control for suppressing heat generation of the 
actuator driver IC (column 9, lines 17-21). Takaishi teaches suppressing heat generation by 
stopping control of microactuators, but does not teach suppressing heat generation by reducing a 
number of revolutions of the optical disk, as claimed. 
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Yamada et al. disclose suppressing heat generation by reducing a number of revolutions 
of an optical disk (see constitution of abstract). 

At the time the invention was made, it was well known to use either "stopping control of 
microactuators" taught by Takaishi or "reducing a number of revolutions of an optical disk" 
taught by Yamada et al. for the same purpose of suppressing heat generation, and the selection of 
either one would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art because these teachings are 
obvious equivalent techniques and both teachings perform the same function of preventing r 
overheat/damage to the device. 

10. Claims 10-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Takaishi 
and Jeppson et al. as applied to claims 2 & 3 above, and further in view of Yamada et al. 

a. For a description of Takaishi and Jeppson et al., see the rejections above. 
Furthermore, claim 10 has limitations that are similar to those of claim 5; thus, it is 
rejected on the same basis, 

b. For a description of Takaishi and Jeppson et al., see the rejections above. 
Furthermore, claim 1 1 has limitations that are similar to those of claim 10; thus, it is 
rejected on the same basis. However, in regard to claim 11, while Takaishi discloses a 
monitor circuit and a comparison circuit, Takaishi and Jeppson et ah do not disclose that 
these elements are "additional", as claimed. 

As noted in the rejection of claim 3 above, Takaishi discloses a monitor circuit 
and a comparison circuit which are both included in the driver 1C; and applying this 
teaching of Takaishi to the spindle driver IC of Jeppson et al. will automatically result in 
the claimed spindle driver 1C that internally includes the monitor circuit and the 
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comparison circuit. Therefore, providing the "additional" monitor circuit and the 
"additional" comparison circuit (as recited in claim 1 1) to the device of Takaishi already 
having a monitor circuit and a comparison circuit is simply a matter of combining old 
elements that perform or produce no new or different function or operation than that 
previously performed or produced by them. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to have provided the monitor circuit and the comparison circuit 
of Takaishi in addition to the device produced by the combination of Takaishi and Jepson 
et al. 

c. Claim 12 has limitations that are similar to claim 1 1; thus, it is rejected on the 
same basis. 

1 1. Claims 13-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Takeishi, 
Jeppson et al., and Ueki as applied to claims 4 & 7-9 above, and further in view of Yamada et al. 

For a description of Takeishi, Jeppson et al., and Ueki, see the rejections above. 
Furthermore, claims 13-16 have limitations that are similar to those of claim 1 1 ; thus, they are 
rejected on the same basis. Furthermore, in regard to claims 15 & 16, providing the "second 

additional" monitor circuit and the "second additional" comparison circuit is simply a matter of 

r 

combining old elements that perform or produce no new or different function or operation than 
that previously performed or produced by them (see rejection of claim 8 above). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have provided the second 
additional monitor circuit and the second additional comparison circuit to the device of Takaishi, 
Jeppson et al., and Ueki. 
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Response to Arguments 

12. Applicant's arguments, see page 1 1 5 filed February 2, 2005, with respect to the 
rejection(s)of claim(s) 1-16 under Hachi (JP 2000-090563) in combination with other references 
have been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. 
However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Takaishi 
(US 6,160,676). 

Conclusion 

13. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Peter Vincent Agustin whose telephone number is 571-272-7567. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 9:30-5:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hoa Thi Nguyen can be reached on 571-272-7579. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Peter Vincent Agustin 
Art Unit 2652 




